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The Fear of an Apocalyptic Year 1000 torians, who both tended (Michelet excepted) to overemphasize the importance of fear and relief as the defining emotions of apocalypticism, I prefer to focus on the more significant and creative apocalyptic emotions, namely, hope and disappointment. If we shift our attention from "paralyzing" fears to "galvanizing" hopes (often "set off" by fears), we can begin to understand how to trace the presence of apocalyptic expectations in the texts and how to understand their historical role in generating social change.
THE NATURE OF APOCALYPTIC AND MILLENNIAL EXPECTATION: ON THE PERSISTENCE OF THE "IRRATIONAL"
Let me begin with some definitions. These definitions are not necessarily those used by other scholars in related fields, such as theology and literary studies; they are designed, however, to provide the most suitable conceptual vocabulary for the social historian. * Eschatological refers to any belief in a climactic, God-wrought conclusion to history in which the good are rewarded and the evil suffer. It is the most complete and satisfying answer to the problem of theodicy, that is, the question "in a world filled with evil, where is God's justice?" * Apocalyptic (literally, "revelatory") refers to the belief that this final moment when God's ways are revealed is imminent, a period ranging from a generation (within one's lifetime) to any day. The emotions this belief provokes intensify as the anticipated waiting period shortens. In Christianity, the final moment brings the Parousia, the return of Christ. * Chiliasm (often called millenarianism or millennialism) refers to the expectation that this end will bring about a prolonged period (e.g., a thousand years) of peace, harmony, and joy here on earth for those who are favored on the Day of Judgment. The political implications of this transformation's occurring on earth make chiliasm a dangerous, indeed revolutionary ideology that consistently attracts implacable hostility from those in power. * Messianic refers to chiliastic movements that are inaugurated and led by a messiah, a specially anointed agent of God. * Millennialism I use in distinction to chiliasm, in that it refers to eschatological expectations anticipated at the turn of a millennium, a belief set in motion by the ecclesiastical teaching of the sabbatical millennium, the teaching that created the apocalyptic meaning of anno Domini and anno Passionis 1000.13 As a social phenomenon, apocalypticism defies all expectations of fundamentally rational behavior. In its early stages it tends to unleash impulses normally held in check, leading to extreme and emotional behavior-ascetic, libertine, violent. Of course, from the viewpoint of those who believe that the rule set is about to change radically, that God is about to intervene in history on their side, that they need no longer fear future consequences of "inappropriate" behavior, then the normal inhibitions that govern us tend to vanish.14 Whatever the subsequent costs, apocalyptic believers live in a world of great intensity-semiotically aroused, they see every event as a sign with a specific message for them; emotionally aroused, they feel great love and sympathy for their fellow believers and for all potential converts; physically aroused, they act with great energy and focus; vocationally aroused, they believe that they live at the final cosmic conclusion to the battle between good and evil and that God has a particular role for them. While this belief may be internally consistent, from a larger temporal perspective it is neither rational nor, in most cases, compatible with social stability.
One would at least think that those who believed such prophecies or predictions would repudiate and walk away from such nonsense once the predicted date had passed uneventfully. Indeed, one of the refrains of the anti-terrors school is that, by 1000, Christians had long since given up after so many false alarms. The boy can cry "Apocalypse" just so many times before people cease to respond.15 Committed believers, however, prove impervious to disconfirmation and rational argument, even after the most egregious failures. They respond to the passing of their doomsday by recalculating, reformulating their expectation, and redoubling their efforts to convince others of its truth.16 This seemingly irrational response derives from one of the most frequently overlooked aspects of apocalyptic expectations. For many believers the time that they spend awaiting the end is not merely a time of fear and trembling, but also a time of great hope and anticipation. "The pronouncements of wise men," Rodulfus Glaber wrote in the mid-1020s, "by divine inspiration engendered both fear and hope."17 Michelet captured this powerful mood in his expression "l'effroyable espoir du Jugement Dernier."18 Hope, then, is the key to understanding the apocalyptic mind-set. But apocalyptic hope-especially in its chiliastic variants-is most often the curtency of those who believe they are oppressed. In this worldview-which is not exclusively but is certainly emphatically Christian-suffering is a mark of God's favor, a favor that will become manifest, gloriously manifest, only at the Apocalypse. The meek shall inherit the earth, and those who hold the corrupt power that currently rules the world shall receive a just and severe punishment. Tertullian, in some lines made famous by Nietzsche's moral disgust, promised the faithful that the sight of the damned in hell will be the greatest of heavenly delights, far outstripping the gory 14 For the best treatment of this dynamic, see James C. Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Transcripts (New Haven, Conn., 1990). 15 Burr, "The Year 1000," p. 435. 16 The classic work on the subject is by Then shall those who rejoiced and were glad in this life groan and lament. Then shall their mead, wine, and beer be turned into thirst for them."20 Doomsday may be a "day of wrath" feared by some who prayed for its delay, but to others it was a longed-for "day of pleasure" whose advent they prayed would be hastened.21 Belief in such a "day of wrath, day of pleasure" has had an important place in the pastoral activities of the church from its earliest times. One of Augustine's apocalyptic contemporaries ( 25 Hippolytus describes two incidents with apocalyptic bishops (below, n. 54); Gregory of Tours reports on a number of popular charismatic figures appearing, often in the aftermath of signs and portents, e.g., the False Christ of Bourges (below, n. 37); and Rudolf of Fulda reported on a female prophet with an enthusiastic following, Thiota (below, n. 36).
peres independently from what the clerical elites taught (or said they taught) to their flocks. Nor should we conceive of the split as one between clergy and laity: numerous lay people, high and low, mocked and ridiculed apocalyptic beliefs,'9 while some clerics, believing their texts and not their ecclesiastical superiors, placed themselves at the front of apocalyptic revolutionary movements. 30 All this goes a long way toward explaining official ecclesiastical attitudes, both toward apocalypticism in general and toward chiliasm in particular. On the one hand, since eschatological beliefs lay at the origin and core of Christianity, it was the priest's task to warn his flock and prepare them for the day of the Lord. On the other hand, as Christianity developed an institutional superstructure that copied and identified with that of the Roman Empire, the disruptive nature of its own-historically anti-Roman-eschatological tradition grew increasingly less tolerable. From nearly the first, Christian leaders did their best to contain the ill effects of a too passionate and too immediate sense of the end; and by the time Roman imperialism converted to Christianity, in the early fourth century, most of the church's chiliastic past had been systematically erased from the record. The Greeks even tried to eliminate the Book of Revelation from the Christian canon altogether.31
In the West prominent figures like Jerome and Augustine did their best to discredit most forms of apocalyptic expectation and the chiliastic hopes it often inspired, in part by pointing to the absence of any valid text that might hold out such "carnal" promises. Augustine even argued that rather than awaiting a millennium of perfect peace on earth still to come, Christians were living in the "invisible millennium," as imperfect in its terrestrial manifestations (including the church) as it was perfect in its celestial ones. This invisible millennium of peace and justice had been in progress since the Ascension of Christ in 33.;3 Henceforth, chiliasm deserved mention only as a condemned popular belief. After the work of those two towering theologians, ecclesiastics all but banished chiliasm from official Latin Christian theology: no one was to write about it as a valid option, nor should anyone encourage it by identifying current historical events with the obscure prophecies of that most bothersome of chiliastic texts the Book of Revelation.
Does that mean that apocalyptic speculation and hopes for a coming millennium died out in Latin Christendom? According to church historians in the last century chiliasm disappeared from the West from Augustine's day (early fifth century) until Joachim of Fiore's (late twelfth); there may have been a few, brief interludes, and some early-twelfth-century preambles, but essentially chiliasm had ceased to be a significant belief. Accepting such a paradigmatic approach, one then tends to view all anomalous (i.e., apocalyptic) data for the intervening period-examples of popular messiahs, clerical denunciations, the persistence of the sabbatical millennium-as so much flotsam and jetsam of a ship Augustine had already sunk, not worthy of close examination.33 I would like to propose a different approach. First, we must not restrict the discussion to incidents where the texts explicitly mention chiliasm. The evidence suggests that medieval writers avoided the subject of the millennium whenever and wherever possible, that for every open and explicit denunciation of apocalyptic chiliasm, clerical writers used dozens of euphemisms-false prophets, false Christs, judaizers, delirantes, fears that "the elements ... had fallen into perpetual chaos," etc.34 If we want our medieval clerical writers to neatly and explicitly label apocalyptic chiliastic movements, we will, predictably, find few cases. If, however, we examine their accounts carefully and place them within a larger, and longerterm, conception of popular religiosity, these literary fragments become the tips of icebergs, indicating a much larger oral discourse lying beneath the surface of the text, a discourse that the composers of our texts do not wish to divulge. After all, as one cleric wrote concerning a great theologian: "he stopped up the mouths of those who prattled inanely on the advent of Antichrist or of our Lord."35
No incident better illustrates these points than the story of Thiota, a "pseudoprophetess" who rather disturbed ("non minime turbaverat") the city of Mainz in 847 by announcing: "that very year, the Last Day (ultimum diem) would fall. Whence many commoners (plebeii) of both sexes, terror struck, flocked to her, bearing gifts, and offered themselves up to her with their prayers. And what is still worse, men in holy orders, setting aside ecclesiastical doctrine (doctrinas ecclesiasticas postponentes), followed her as if she were a master ( but in some postapocalyptic climates become a death sentence. Moreover, in an age when writing constituted one of the slowest and most restricted forms of communication, the more apocalyptic one got, the less one wrote. Only the occasional and very disturbed monk might give in to a literary apocalypse;40 the vast majority of apocalyptic enthusiasts had neither time nor interest in the medium. The literary output of genuinely apocalyptic believers in this period would be most limited: some prophetic texts, perhaps reworked (like the Fifteen Signs before Doomsday),41 or aids to the prophetic work (such as "letters from heaven").42
Second, with the passage of the apocalyptic moment, enthusiasts had every reason to deny, tone down, and reformulate the nature of their beliefs. Those who could not do so, like the Anabaptists at Miinster or Thiota of Mainz, became capital lessons in public order. Those who could, did, and if they wrote, they did so in the "retrospective perfect," where they had never been wrong about the signs and wonders of their age.43 It is from this reflective, postapocalyptic stance that virtually all of our data about apocalyptic chiliasm in the period from Augustine to Joachim comes. It is also in this postapocalyptic period that all our documentation is preserved; it is precisely the retrospective narrators who are the archivists. We cannot expect a literary community with the formal commitments of these Augustinian scriptoria to preserve the record of apocalyptic movements among the populace or the clerical elite. On the contrary, it had every reason to destroy any such texts: as we hear from the Carolingian capitulary about "letters from heaven": they are "to be burned." And we have every reason to believe that if the text of a "letter from heaven" does survive, it will have been purged of any apocalyptic and chiliastic material that it might originally have contained. 44 Does this mean that no clerics, no groups, no movements ever got swept into the apocalyptic vortex and behaved in those strange and compelling ways that have occurred in almost every age and every culture around the world? Does that mean that when the signs and wonders proliferated, no charismatics began to prophesy? Of course not. We have explicit evidence to the contrary. 
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argue that on the rare occasions when this evidence indicates that they did so preach, clerics with their ecclesiastical doctrines and antiapocalyptic rhetoric silenced them? And if so, when-before or after the apocalyptic movement had run its course? The historians who believe that Augustine steadied his generation in the face of Rome's fall and that his rhetoric dominated the next eight centuries of apocalyptic discourse think that the written record reflects the balance of forces at the time.46 I think it far more likely that we have here an especially powerful example of history as the propaganda of the victors.
The social historian, however, should wonder how long it took for that victory to become clear, and before that eventual victory, how powerful apocalyptic enthusiasts like the False Christ of Bourges or Thiota became. Seen from this perspective, it might be that these Augustinian historians had their greatest success, not among contemporaries, but among those historians who, coming centuries later and sharing the same postapocalyptic stance, find their testimony not only credible but reasonable.47 But historians are not theologians; and they need to ask not, who was right, but who dominated discourse and motivated action.
Looking at apocalyptic history through the lens of the retrospective perfect is "like gazing at a Flemish tapestry with the wrong side out: even though the figures are visible, they are full of thread that obscure the view and are not bright and smooth as when seen from the other side."48 In order to understand the apocalyptic tenor of an age we cannot view it backwards, from a temporal standpoint where the apocalyptic expectations have all proven wrong-our standpoint centuries later, and through the eyes of Augustinian clerics writing in the retrospective perfect, years, if not decades, later. Rather we must make the imaginative leap back to a time before the (non)apocalyptic resolution occurred, a time when apocalyptic rhetoric could have a compelling quality that the written record cannot possibly preserve. These apocalyptic moments have a Doppler effect, waxing powerfully at the approach and then, suddenly, waning at the passing of a moment of expectation. In the case of medieval apocalyptic moments, the crude recording instruments are turned on (if ever) after the peak has passed. And if, as historians, we view the few traces of apocalypticism that our deeply flawed recording instruments nevertheless do pick up, and dismiss them as so much insignificant static,49 46 then we will lose track of an oral tale that, to contemporaries at least, may have had far more prominence than the textual ones we so prize.
The above discussion remains anecdotal, and were this all the evidence we have, the case for a dramatic disparity between written and oral apocalyptic discourse in the medieval period would remain tenuous. But we do have a body of evidence concerning the doctrine of the sabbatical millennium that permits us to explore this hypothesis in quite some detail, to document amply the workings of popular millennialism. At the same time, it explains why, despite a lack of scriptural support and claims from anti-terrors historians to the contrary, the year 1000 carried such immense apocalyptic freight. Thus the path to understanding the role of the year 1000 to those who lived at that millennial cusp goes via the millennium-long history of the sabbatical millennium.
THE PROBLEM OF THE DELAYED PAROUSIA IN CHRISTIANITY: THE SABBATICAL MILLENNIUM AND THE ORIGINS OF AN APOCALYPTIC YEAR 1000
The sabbatical millennium, one of the most important and enduring ecclesiastical explanations for the delay of the Parousia, first appeared in Christian texts in the early second century common era (C.E.).50 It remained a primary force in Christian chronology for the next millennium and survives to this day.51 According to this theory, since the world was created in six days and God rested on the seventh, and since "a thousand years is as a day in the sight of the Lord," this fallen world of travail would last for six thousand years and then, finally, would come the sabbatical millennium. When linked to a chronology of the world that placed Jesus' birth in the mid-sixth millennium, it offered the clerics living in the second and third centuries who adopted it an ideal antiapocalyptic chiliasm. In response to those who proclaimed an imminent Parousia, more sober voices could, even as they affirmed the popular chiliasm of the day, put off the day of reckoning well beyond the span of any living person's life. This formula for procrastination was so attractive to the antiapocalyptic clergy, especially in the West, that it was used, adjusted, and used again for centuries. It explains why, in the eschatological thinking of the Latin church, the end of the current millennium became indissolubly associated with the coming of the chiliastic millennium. It also illustrates how significant a chasm could open up between oral and written millennial discourse.
Each system of calculating the age of the world, the annus mundi (A.M.), was first adopted at a time, by its own reckoning, when the millennium was still about three centuries away, what I call the "temperate zone." Church historians adopted annus mundi I in the early third century C.E., that is, in the early 5700s A.M. I. Thus while affirming the chiliastic hopes of the faithful (which, after the fiasco of the chiliast Montanus in the second century, some conservative ecclesiastics sought to deny completely), it postponed the moment of consummation. For a couple of centuries, such a system apparently worked well enough, offering the clergy a steadying argument against apocalyptic preachers. The argument may not have always worked at the height of an apocalyptic crisis, but it certainly gained credence each time such prophecies failed. It was, above all, a teaching intended for those unsophisticated believers who were so easily swayed by apocalyptic rhetoric that they followed the delirious ravings of false prophets. It was the church's principal teaching on the millennium; in the late fourth century Augustine learned it.52 Thus, over the three centuries from Hippolytus to Cassiodorus, the sabbatical millennium outlasted all other arguments about the end: the longer time passed, the more conviction it assumed.
The problem, of course, was that in its final century, the sabbatical millennium would transform into precisely the opposite of its initial role. It would appeal with growing urgency precisely to those it was intended to calm, and would become unwelcome precisely among the successors of the antiapocalyptic teachers who had used it in earlier centuries. Thus, in the course of the final century before A.M. 6000, the sabbatical chronology of the world-now widely disseminated and "confirmed" by the failure of all shorter eschatological prophecies-entered what I call the "torrid zone" and began to serve precisely those false prophets it had been introduced to combat. When Rome fell to the Goths in 410, Augustine informs us, some believed that it was, in fact, the year 6000.53 Not surprisingly, around A.M. 5900 the leading theologians and chronographers (often the same people) abandoned the older, now dangerous, system and replaced it with one that offered another eschatological horizon of some three centuries. The pattern appears at three key junctures: the approach of the first year 6000 in A.D. 500; the approach of the second year 6000 in A.D. 801; and the approach of A.D. 1000.
The first era mundi that Christianity adopted, circa 200 C.E., placed the Incarnation at A.M. I 5500, thus locating the year 6000 in 500 C.E. The man who first wrote about this admittedly "forbidden" knowledge made it quite explicit: he and his contemporaries had three hundred years longer to wait.54 For the next two centuries, with the exception of the ferociously antichiliastic, antiapocalyptic historian Eusebius, every major chronicler used annus mundi I; some, like Lactantius (ca. 5820/320) and Hilarianus (5899/399), actually offered a countdown of the years remaining. But, as 6000 approached, the chronology became increasingly attractive to the very apocalyptic enthusiasts whom it had been designed to frustrate, and increasingly problematic to their clerical opponents, whose predecessors had first launched it. And so, with a little less than a century to go before 6000, we find a dramatic shift from annus mundi I to a revised chronology proposed by Eusebius (5803/303) and translated into Latin by Jerome (5888/388). The new calculations placed the Incarnation in 5199 and gave the world another three- Did this mean nothing happened? Does the apparent "control" of the documentation by the users of annus mundi II represent a broad consensus? Or does it only tell us about the attitude of antiapocalyptic clerics? How do we interpret the mention of raving lunatics (delirantes) who, in 493 and 496, spread rumors that the Antichrist had arrived? Were such events pure coincidence, or were they prompted by reckonings of those years as 5993 and 5996?56 Does this apocalyptic fervor, of which we catch only furtive glimpses in our documentation, represent a widespread oral discourse, a discourse avoided in our documentation by a chronological shift? Or was the disappearance of chiliasm from surviving written sources an index of its insignificance? Was it an idea that, as church historians would have us believe, Augustine had put to rest at the beginning of the fifth century (i.e., the 5900s)?
On the basis of the sparse documentation of circa 500 C.E., we can reasonably withhold judgment, even though a close reading suggests considerable apocalyptic activity.57 The best way to judge the vitality of apocalyptic chiliasm in popular circles, the very activity that the sabbatical millennium was developed to combat, is to examine what happened at the approach of the next millennial date-A.M. ii 6000 (801 C.E.). If we find the same patterns, we can reasonably conclude that the sabbatical millennium survived A.M. I 6000 and played a similar role over the next three centuries to the role it had played in the previous three.58 63 Anti-terrors historians, faced with this remark of Bede's, hasten to argue that Bede did not mean real rustics here, merely poorly trained clerics. This argument maintains the conviction that peasants did not know, nor did they care, about such technical matters as the date. Not only does such a reading ignore the very value of the sabbatical millennium-to counter apocalyptic prophets among the populace-but it assumes that the rustic clerics about whom Bede is supposedly complaining had no relationship to commoners. In fact, they probably had far more impact on oral discourse and popular attitudes than our monk did, whereas the Venerable Bede's impact is immense on later generations of readers (including us). See above, n. 46. The consistencies are remarkable: the shift in system occurs in the 5900s of the doomed chronology (annus mundi I in the fifth century, annus mundi II in the eighth); the eschatological calculation remains only in the most marginal texts or the margins of texts; and no system finds favor (as a replacement) that does not rejuvenate the millennium, thus continuing to hold out hope for millennium's end. Finally, the system enters usage within a range of two to four centuries to go (Eusebius's annus mundi II was ignored when he introduced it in 5500, and it continued to be ignored even after Jerome translated Eusebius in 5580; similarly with Dionysius's era Incarnationis in 526 and Bede's annus mundi III in 4655). Even when, as in the East in the sixth century, a millennial year passed, Christian historians show extraordinary reluctance to note its passage.67 The year 500 C.E., then, is the first clearly documented case of a successful consensus of silence about a millennial date among ecclesiastical historians.
There is a revealing contradiction at work here. As the pattern indicates, each "correction" actually prolonged the life of the sabbatical millennium by reinserting the prevailing chronology in a zone of comfortable delay, thereby placing mankind firmly in the twilight of the final age. Thus no effort to antedate the millennium gains serious support, no matter how prominent the figure publishing it (Hilarianus's continuator in 5968, Julian of Toledo in A.M. II 5868, Abbo in A.D. 983). This consistent detail implies that, rather than getting rid of the sabbatical millennium entirely, the prevailing clerical preference was for a system that allowed it to continue with the same general framework-a few centuries to gothat Hippolytus had first proposed.
As with the first instance around 500 C.E., we must ask ourselves the meaning of this chronographical shift. But, one might argue, this concern remained within elite circles. Did the rest of the public know? Here we run into evidentiary problems. We have virtually no accounts from any laymen, much less commoners, at this moment in history, so we have to try to answer the question indirectly. The first thing to note is that we have no reason to believe that the tradition of charismatic prophets with popular followings had died down at the end of the sixth millennium A.M. II. Indeed we have every reason to believe that Bede's rustics of 5900/700, who had jumped the millennial gun by a century, continued to insist on knowing the date. Indeed, the desire to "stop up the mouths" of those so speculating explains, more than any other factor, the success in chronographical circles of Bede's substitution of calculations by the annus Domini rather than by the annus mundi III. Secondly, we have ample, if laconic, evidence that there were "pseudo-doctors who rose up," "renegade clerics who mislead the people," and wandering preachers and penitents "without any law," some of whom circulated dangerous "letters from heaven" that "should be neither read nor taken up, but burned."69 Indeed we have one documented case of a monk who knew the date and fomented apocalyptic fervor around its arrival. Beatus, writing a commentary on Revelation in A.M. II 5986, noted the fourteen years remaining until the final age began in 6000. According to his enemy, the archbishop of Toledo, during those final years he preached his apocalyptic message "populo praesente" and convinced a following to expect the end on a specific Easter, preparing in sackcloth and fasting for the great moment.70
This case suggests a situation in which religious currents are not "under control" and that enthusiasts may have found reckoning by annus mundi II a particularly powerful rhetorical device to preach the Apocalypse to the populace.71 We cannot know for certain. But we certainly should not be so dazzled by the literary activities at court that we assume a bovine peasantry complacently unconcerned with such issues as the proximity of the millennium. Thus, when Charlemagne was crowned on the first day of the year that corresponds directly to A.M. II 6000, it seems worthwhile to consider the possibility that the chronological coincidence might Most importantly for our concerns, Bede and the Carolingians continued the same prolongation of the delayed millennium that the great antichiliasts of the patristic period had effected in the 5900s A.M. i. Their shift had given apocalyptic meaning to A.D. 1000, for the shift to the era Incarnationis was far more revolutionary, both chronologically and eschatologically, than the earlier shift to annus mundi II. By shifting to a system based on the Incarnation (rather than the hopelessly distant year A.M. III 6000, which will not occur until 2048 C.E.), they gave the millennium yet another lease on life at the same time as they redefined what the coming apocalyptic date meant. Now, instead of coming at the end of the sixth millennium since the creation of the world, the new target date would come at the end of the first millennium since Christ. On one level, the pattern repeated: like Hippolytus and his third-century followers and Augustine and his fifth-century ones, Bede and his Carolingian disciples could not only deny the advent of an apocalyptic date in their own day but also point to one that was several centuries off. The clerics who tried to hold to their "ecclesiastic doctrines" and fight the teachings of the magistra Thiota may have stuck to formal, eschatologically agnostic Augustinian doctrine (which would not have carried much weight with those excited by a charismatic prophet), or they may have argued that, with at least another century and a half to go, this enthusiasm was premature.
The shift from annus mundi to annus Domini, however, added another significant element. Whereas the chronicler using annus mundi II implicitly promised a chiliastic millennium at the end of the current one, the chronicler using annus Domini could insist on an Augustinian millennium: A.D. 1000 might mean the end of the sixth age and the beginning of the chiliastic seventh,74 or it might mean the end of the invisible millennium Augustine had insisted on, and therefore the considerably less subversive expectation of the eschatological finale-Antichrist's 72 Both Juan Gil in 1978 (n. 59) and I in 1987 published articles pointing out this remarkable "coincidence," but with the exception of Wolfram Brandes (above, n. 38), Carolingianists have shown little desire to explore it. A historical approach to the Carolingians that might help us track some of these issues should use, as I do here, both annus Domini and annus mundi II in dating events. One can less easily dismiss apocalyptic rhetoric as "mere" verbiage when it dates to the 5990s, rather than to the 790s.
73 For the most recent expression of this attitude by Bernard McGinn, see above, n. 33. As far as I know, McGinn has never discussed the sabbatical millennium, nor has he offered an alternative explanation for the pattern of dating-system shifts here discussed (e.g., no mention in his study of the apocalyptic "longue duree," Antichrist, pp. 79-114 We can, according to this model, expect that, just as the chronologists of the final generations of annus mundi I and II had to struggle with the apocalyptic approach of a millennial date, so did those facing the advent of 1000 and 1033. But unlike their predecessors, the last generation of the first Christian millennium had no alternative chronology to hide behind. They had to confront the date. Among other things, this observation significantly undermines the romantic depiction of a cynical manipulation by the clergy of a gullible laity. On the contrary, any cleric who did not believe in the coming end would want to downplay any date, indeed any discussion of the matter (as we will see in the case of Abbo); and any cleric who did engage in apocalyptic discourse would probably be as much a believer in this overwhelming and long-awaited date as the simplest peasant (as we shall see in the case of Rodulfus Glaber and Ademar). The eschatological importance of 1000 did not begin among ignorant masses. Like that of 6000, it began at the top, in a revolutionary program of chronological reform that antiapocalyptic Anglo-Saxon and Carolingian clerics disseminated among the populace in the eighth and ninth centuries and that, like the earlier universal chronologies, became favored by apocalyptic preachers-lay and clerical-at the 75 approach of the millennium. With these remarks behind us, we are in a position to turn to the texts of the period around 1000 to consider the possible relations they might have to apocalyptic and chiliastic beliefs, discussions, and social encounters.
THE APPROACH OF THE YEAR 1000: EVIDENCE FOR APOCALYPTIC CONCERNS AND INTEREST IN THE MILLENNIAL YEAR
The mid-tenth century shows every sign of an apocalyptic crisis, one that moved the Lotharingian abbot Adso of Montier-en-Der to write a treatise on the Antichrist, a kind of vita Antichristi, that would become one of the most influential books of the next half millennium.81 A roughly contemporary letter from the bishop of Auxerre to the bishop of Verdun deplored the chiliastic response of the masses, who saw in the invading Northmen and the Magyars the forces of Gog and Magog.82 In Theitland and Adso we have a classic dichotomy of clerical antiapocalypticism. Thietland chose the chronographical postponement typical of the sabbatical millennium: by emphasizing 1033 as the time when Antichrist will be released, he could reassure people that the apocalyptic moment was still some eighty years away.83 Adso, however, chose the political approach. He turned to the same text, 2 Thessalonians, in order to invoke the imperial, antiapocalyptic teaching that held that as long as the Roman Empire endured, Antichrist could not come. Of course, the mid-tenth century was hardly a good time to invoke the Roman Empire as a bulwark against the forces of chaos and evil: for about half a century there had been no emperor; and with invaders rampaging unrestrainedly for over a century, Charlemagne's imperium did not look very robust. As Adso himself admitted, "We see the Roman imperium almost completely destroyed."84 Nevertheless, he insisted, "As long as there are kings of the Franks who ought to 81 Libellus de Antichristo, ed. Daniel Verhelst, Corpus Christianorum, Continuatio Mediaeualis, 45 (Turnhout, 1976). Anti-terrors historians consider the nonpolemical tone of this letter, "addressed to the theological curiosities of the queen rather than to refuting some error that had seized her in its grip," a "devastating silence that voids all relevance of this letter for the argument about the year 1000" (Pognon, L'an mille, p. xiv; similar arguments from Plaine, "Les pretendues," p. 152; Roy, L'an mille, p. 187; and Lot, "Le mythe," p. 400). This was a perilous reassurance indeed. By linking antiapocalyptic exegesis to imperial developments, Adso could only intensify apocalyptic speculation. What he clearly intended as an antiapocalyptic reassurance had nonetheless broken with Augustine's warning not to view current events in an eschatological light: as long as contemporaries thought Rome endured, the exegesis would reassure; but if events turned out badly, the exegesis could backfire. It seems, then, that the way in which the clerical elites handled the apocalyptic crises of the mid-tenth century was to put them off-to the year 1000 or 1033, to the collapse of the Frankish empire. Come the approach of 1000, therefore, it is far more likely that apocalyptic tensions were still higher and harder to put off, than that they had somehow subsided gently into oblivion.
The The most anomalous material, predictably so, comes from the patterns evident in the chronological writings of the day. It is a favorite commonplace of antiterrors historians to argue that few people knew the date, and that those who did were confused and uncertain about it. Nothing could be further from the truth. The end of the tenth century marks a period of "computistical fever" within monastic culture, an "obsessive concern for chronology. However, unlike the Byzantine historians of the seventh millennium whose work acknowledged the passage of the year 6000 with great reluctance,108 the historians of the year 1000 were singularly fascinated by the passage of the year 1000. A scribe from the cathedral school at Angouleme, for example, confronted with an annalistic list that went only to 989, noted the final eleven years of the millennium in sequence, adding the computistical data for these years and concluding not with the numeral M but with the word MILLE written in capitals.109 An Angevin annalist wrote in the margins of the year 968 or 969 "mille anni a nativitate Christi." His error may have been from stupidity or from cleverness, done before or after the year 1000, but either way, it offers unquestionable evidence for a fixation on this particular date.110 In the aftermath of 1000 we find similar, exceptional interest in the year 1000. The continuator of the Annales Hildesheimenses, writing in the late 1030s, noted for the year 1000: "With Otto III ruling, the thousandth year passing the number of established reckoning according to that which is written: The thousandth surpasses and transcends all years."111 Other annalists and historians note the passage of the year 1000 more laconically, but even that is unique to this date. "This was Gerbert at whose time the thousandth year from the Incarnation of the Lord was completed."11
As with the anomalous Easter tables, no other year receives this kind of attention from Christian historians East or West. The year 1000 was not a year like any other. All of this, however, would have little more than antiquarian interest if we could not connect it to the larger issues and conversations of the day. The career of Abbo of Fleury presents precisely such an opportunity to draw together the various threads and explore the relationship between the antiapocalyptic discourse that we find in our texts and the oral conversation that lies behind it.
ABBO OF FLEURY AND THE APOCALYPTIC YEAR 1000
Nowhere is the combination of computistical-chronological and apocalyptic concerns more evident than in the work of Abbo, scholasticus, then abbot of SaintBenoit of Fleury-sur-Loire (ca.
945-1004). In a letter to the kings of France dated circa 994-96, Abbo recalls several incidents of apocalyptic rumors circulating in earlier years:
Concerning the end of the world, as a youth I heard a sermon preached to the people in the Paris church to the effect that as soon as the number of one thousand years was completed, Antichrist would arrive, and not long after, the Last Judgment would follow. I resisted as vigorously as I could to that preaching, citing the Gospels, Revelation, and Daniel. Then my abbot Richard, of blessed memory and keen mind, rejected another error that grew about the end of the world; and after he received correspondence from Lotharingians, he ordered me to answer. For a rumor had filled almost the entire world that when the Annunciation fell on Good Friday, without any question it would be the end of the world. Concerning the beginning of Advent, which happens each year before Christmas, there were also grave errors, some beginning it after November 27, others before, while Advent never has more than four weeks, even if only Why then would this conservative Parisian cleric invoke an apocalyptic year 1000 that was only about thirty years away? It might be one thing for a monk to write about an apocalyptic date some eighty years hence, but why publicly invoke one so close, especially when he might better have targeted 1033 and given everyone more breathing room? The explanation that best accords with the centurieslong patterns of apocalyptic procrastination suggests that this Parisian preacher addressed his remarks to an audience in an advanced state of apocalyptic arousal, and he was trying to calm them by using the standard Carolingian technique of postponing the millennium. The brevity of the delay-within their lifetimes-is a clue to the intensity of the expectation it was supposed to counter.119 Thus far is conjecture. Fortunately, we have evidence to support such a reconstruction; and it comes directly from Abbo.
In the next incident Abbo reports, we hear of an apocalyptic rumor from Lotharingia that, he claimed, had "filled almost the entire world." This computus- Scriptures would have had an opacity that pushed the limits of fraud." But since Milo does not believe that the year 1000 brought with it any significant apocalyptic expectation, he is then forced to make an error-laden assertion: " 'Luckily' for the church, one might say, the potentially terrorized were completely ignorant of the approach of the funereal date, and especially of its passage without results."124 Despite the numerous errors, Milo has intuitively expressed a key insight hereat the approach of 1000, with signs and wonders multiplying, the populace would have no patience for Augustinian eschatology. If Augustine himself had already tried these arguments with an apocalyptic bishop to no avail,125 how could a young monk, opposing an older clerical preacher, succeed with illiterate commoners at the approach of 1000? It was precisely because Augustinian eschatology proved so useless in the face of apocalyptic fervor that alongside this "official" position, clerics readily revisited older, less austere (and more dangerous) teachings like the sabbatical millennium and its Augustinian Carolingian variant.
Only Milo's (multiple) misconceptions of the situation have prevented him from following his own logic to its conclusion. How can one speak of the "complete ignorance" of commoners about the date when Abbo himself tells us that a fairly sophisticated computistical prediction had spread through "almost the entire world," leaving apocalyptic expectations in its wake? More plausibly, once one understands the dynamics of apocalyptic dating, the commoners were fully aware of the year 1000; and, at its approach, the Carolingian clergy found itself in a particularly uncomfortable situation. It is far more likely that the populus of Paris walked away from that debate still more anxious and uncertain, more receptive to apocalyptic rhetoric, than that they left feeling reassured by the young monk's formal At the same time, and for the first time, the scriptorium introduced the apocalyptic preamble "Mundi terminum adpropinquante," which its scribes used repeatedly in subsequent charters. At Saint-Hilaire in the final years of the millennium, a charter laments how "with the end of the world at hand, since men are driven by a shorter life, a more atrocious cupidity consumes them."138 This text is striking: most allusions to a looming end of the world in charters and other literature formulaically add that men responded with fear and piously mended their ways. Here, on the contrary, we find a kind of fin-de-siecle mentality attested to nowhere else in the literature of the period. Whether or not one wishes to take this apocalyptic cupidity as an insight into the mentality of some of the castellans and their warriors in the closing years of the millennium, it certainly deserves more attention than it has received.139 Rather than fade away, then, the evidence suggests that each apocalyptic March 25 gained in strength in the final generation of the millennium; and its final passage in 992 would merely have primed the population for the advent of the millennium in eight years. This could explain why Abbo wrote his coda on apocalyptic movements to the king in 994, when he was fighting for survival against powerful enemies and serious charges.140 By invoking his past opposition to such movements, Abbo played his trump card. He did not rehearse in his letter the arguments he had then used, not because, as anti-terrors historians confidently assert, they were irrelevant, but because they were by then well known and widely circulated in church circles. Those arguments formed, after all, the eschatological position of the church, which dated back to Augustine and which had repeatedly, at the approach of a target apocalyptic date, returned to prominence.141 Rather, just as Augustine would have wanted it, discretion and ecclesiastical discipline were the order of the day. With his laconic closing remarks Abbo underlined both his importance as champion of "true" Augustinian eschatology and his importance in the ongoing war against apocalyptic expectation, whose greatest challenge loomed ahead in the year 1000. What better way for a beleaguered churchman to conclude a letter seeking royal support in his hour of need; and what more striking example of the king's support could Abbo request than his closing plea for a council over which he would preside, called to restore church unity in matters of liturgy and computus?
A word to the wise is sufficient, especially in a letter that opens with a reflection on how, in difficult times, "when seized by phantasms of the mind, we sometimes say those things we should remain silent about, and fall silent about those things we should say."142 No better illustration of the intentional substitution of one discourse ("quae dicenda") for another ("quae tacenda") could be requested. The historian who insists that the brevity of the text on apocalyptic expectations indicates its lack of significance-after all, most of the letter is about "other things"-misses the point.143 The implicit discourse informs, shapes, drives the explicit, written discourse. This letter was written by an antiapocalyptic theologian to the kings of France at the approach of 1000, deliberately putting himself forward as one who can deal with a widespread and growing problem.
As far as we know, the requested council never took place. On the contrary, rather than greeting the year 1000 with the unity that Abbo wanted to assure, France met it without any real guidance from the throne. Within a year or so of the letter's composition, Robert II had succeeded to the throne, married the widow of his best ally's worst enemy, defied the efforts of the church to block what it considered an incestuous marriage, and, come 1000, found himself under papal anathema-a political impotent and a spiritual outcast. The contrast with Otto III-maker of popes and kings, converter of nations, renewer of the glory that was Rome, mirabilis mundi-could not have been greater. Thus western Frankland entered the millennium in hierarchical disarray, while Germany entered it with a dominating ruler in charge. As we shall see, the impact of the apocalyptic wave of the millennium hit these two sociocultural entities differently, and had the paradoxical effect of galvanizing western Frankland. 
MILLENNIUM OF THE INCARNATION AND MILLENNIUM OF THE PASSION
In the year of the Incarnation 1000, indiction 13, epact 12, concurrent 1, paschal term 9, the fourth of the kalends of April, the sixth day [of the week], with the monks celebrating the mystery of his passion and redemption, there was a great earthquake; not as often occurs . . . but the whole earth shook in every direction with a vast and general tremor, so that it might be clear to everyone what had been promised before by the mouth of truth. For these and other signs that were foretold as necessary having been fulfilled, from here already our hope grows more certain of those things that remain to be completed in order.144
Note here the unusual attention to the details of the date combined with an apocalyptic prodigy (Matt. 24.7; Rev. 16.18) that was part of a larger set-"these and other signs that were foretold as necessary"-that would bring about the fulfillment of "our hope." It would be difficult to find a more explicit expression of apocalyptic expectations-hopes and terrors-directly linked to the year 1000 than this.145 In fact, the text's reference to "earlier signs" and the inexorable "fulfillment of our hopes" could well refer to the phenomena Abbo described in his Apologeticus-the preacher in Paris, the three March 25 Passions, and the attendant political convulsions and natural prodigies that "fit" the apocalyptic scenario.146 Granted this is the only exactly contemporary text that gives us so explicit a narrative about an apocalyptic year 1000. But it does come from clerical sources who clearly believed in the apocalyptic drama they saw unfolding before them, and these circles are in Lotharingia, so notoriously apocalyptic according to Abbo. Is it an isolated fragment? Or the tip of an iceberg? To answer that question let us turn to the most elaborate and explicit treatment of 1000 in the texts from the period, the work of the Cluniac monk Rodulfus Glaber.
In three passages Rodulfus tells us that the central organizing principle of his work was the passage of the millennium. In his preface, dedicated to Odilo and the monks of Cluny, he proposed to tell of the "many events which occurred with unusual frequency about the millennium of the Incarnation of Christ our Sav- 145 Although this text has been available since 1844, anti-terrors historians never cite it; on the contrary they assure the reader: "Open the contemporary annals; leaf through the writings-impossible to find the slightest allusion to the superstitious terrors of the year 1000" (Plaine, "Les pretendues," p. 148; also Lot, "Le mythe," p. 647). Gouguenheim dismisses the text by arguing that the fact that no further entries discuss apocalyptic fears is a "proof" that the following years were calm and that no mass panics occurred (Les fausses terreurs, p. 134). For someone who dislikes arguments ex silentio (p. 63), this is an interesting "proof," especially when one does not look. See below, p. 133. 146 Cf. Plaine: "In order for the appearance of such strange [apocalyptic] visionaries [of the 960s] to have any significance, one would have to show that they formed a school, that they left behind disciples as fervent for the maintenance of their perverse doctrine as they were zealous in its propagation; but no one has been able to do that until now" ("Les pretendues," p. 153).
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The Year 1000 iour."147 In his Vita Guillelmi, written around the same time, he reveals that this concern was not merely personal but the overarching historical vision of his mentor, the great The Year 1000 134 the many prodigies which had broken upon the world before, after, and around the millennium of the Lord Christ, there were plenty of able men of penetrating intellect who foretold others, just as great, at the approach of the millennium of the Lord's Passion, and such wonders were soon manifest."160 This time, with William of Volpiano no longer looking over his shoulder, Rodulfus followed through on his promise. The millennial significance of this date then became the main theme of the fourth book, which centers on a devastating three-year famine that drove people to fear the end of the world, followed by a dramatic turnabout in 1033/34, when God and nature smiled upon man with clement skies and abundant harvests. This, in turn, provoked a wave of popular assemblies throughout France at which wildly enthusiastic participants believed they were forming a covenant with God to bring his peace to earth. The same year also saw an unprecedented mass of pilgrims on the road to Jerusalem, which prompted some contemporaries to speculate further on the approaching end.161
Nor does 171 Miracula sancti Agili abbatis 1.3, Acta sanctorum, August 6:588. The date is uncertain since the incident is also dated to the reign of Robert II (d. 1031), but in any case, the fixation on a millennial date is beyond dispute: "post mille a passione Domini volumina annorum. Ipso milenarii impleto anno, cum peracta quadragesimali observatione, sanctae Parasceves dies advenisset, visae sunt multis per loca multa in aere igneae acies, prodigioso visu corda se intuentium perterrentes. Extemplo fama (malum, quo non aliud velocius ullum mobilitate viget) multorum perculit aures." Perhaps the most striking example of the power of apocalyptic beliefs at the approach of the millennium of the Passion and the difficulty that historians have in perceiving it comes from a contrast between the two major historians of the day-Ademar of Chabannes and Rodulfus Glaber.172 Both began their histories in the mid-1020s; both were monks in reforming houses; both had the same extraordinary geographical range and covered many of the same stories (often, as we have just seen, corroborating each other closely); both have left autograph manuscripts of their histories, which permit us to reconstruct their lives and attitudes in some detail. Ademar makes no allusion to the year 1000 in his Historia and rarely describes things in apocalyptic terms, while Rodulfus structures his history around the years 1000 and 1033 and repeatedly comes back to apocalyptic themes and language. Anti-terrors historians like to contrast Rodulfus, the unreliable, gossipy, gyrovague, whose prattlings about the year 1000 reflect his own psychotic tendencies rather than those of his contemporaries, with Ademar, the sober, disciplined monk, of "seraphic imagination," who showed no interest in the date or concern about the end, thus accurately mirroring the indifference of his generation.
A more careful investigation reveals a dramatically different picture. Ademar and Rodulfus were both trained in the Augustinian, antiapocalyptic school. Rodulfus, the less disciplined (or more independent) of the two, abandoned those restraints and wrote openly about millennial concerns when he came to the year 1000. This brought him into direct conflict with his mentor and sponsor William of Volpiano, forcing him to play down the explicit apocalyptic elements as long as he wrote under his abbot's supervision. But he survived both William's death and the passage of the millennium of the Passion, and came out a far more nuanced, mature, and revealing millennial historian. Precisely because he was a gyrovague, he gives us an unusually rich view of the larger world, something normally inaccessible to "good" monks who kept to the discipline of stabilitas loci.
Ademar hewed to the Augustinian line more closely, and both his Historia and his chronographical and computistical work testify to the effort: he eliminated dates and dropped the millennial formula ut istum milliarium impleatur from the historical texts he was using for his own work; he changed the date by annus mundi I that he found in a text to correspond to the current Bedan orthodoxy annus mundi III.173 The Year 1000
The Fear of an Apocalyptic Year 1000
Let us concede that there were, indeed, more apocalyptic expectations around 1000 than previously thought, and even some more specifically linked to 1000. Can one not still argue that the level of this apocalyptic expectation is not necessarily higher than at other times?181 The answer-both whether and how much 1000 differed from earlier and later periods-will be determined by future research. The reason why we are in only the early stages of estimating the intensity of the apocalyptic turmoil of 1000 and 1033 and its impact on the generation that preceded each is that our historiography has yet to seriously address the issue. And therein lies the paradox: the unconscious Augustinianism of modern historiography has prevented it for over a century from even asking the questions or analyzing the relevant material. While Christians in the ninth and tenth centuries incorrectly invoked Augustine as they interpreted historically the signs and wonders at the approach of an apocalyptic year 1000, modern historians all too often unwittingly implement Augustine's theological teachings and systematically reject the apocalyptic interpretation of the historical texts those generations produced.182 Modern historians, in fact, have shown themselves to be a far more receptive audience for orthodox Augustinianism than the men and women we study. Thus adherents of the anti-terrors school have an aggressive naivete in their approach to the texts, indignantly dismissing the possibility that the clerics who composed our sources might have been under tacit pressure, reaffirming as an article of faith that there can have been no "conspiracy of silence." However, in order to do so they must take the texts literally and avoid probing for allusions and hidden meaning. To dig for an archaeology of responses that lie buried beneath these literate and revisionary products "would be personal presumption and inexcusable temerity."183 Thus they take at face value the decidedly theological and polemical testimony of the great minds who were correct to caution against apocalyptic beliefs (Augustine, Bede, Adso, and Abbo) and conversely dismiss the possible appeal that these men's opponents (e.g., Hesychius, the preacher in Paris) may have had for throngs of people who-unlike us-did not know that the apocalyptic signs they saw would not bring on the end. This modern penchant of anti-terrors historians for the position of those revisionist Augustinians shows up most strikingly in the very argument and rhetoric of the attack on the apocalyptic year 1000. It reproduces that of Augustine's own attacks on millenarianism. In his various writings, especially in book 20 of the City of God, Augustine systematically dismantled the millenarian position by a series of maneuvers with precise corollaries in the anti-terrors case: he reduced the number of proof texts acceptable for discussion to the minimum, a list already (960s-1030s) is immense, and still being uncovered. In this article I have scarcely touched on events in Germany and England, and have not even mentioned the material from Italy, Spain, and eastern Europe.
181 Bernard McGinn has recently commented that "medieval folks were in a more or less constant state of apocalyptic expectation," and "it is by no means clear that fears of the end were more general ca. 1000 than during any other period in the Middle Ages" (quoted by Bernstein, "Terror in A.D. 1000" [above, n. 33], p. 118). 182 The most recent example of this error can be found in Gouguenheim, Les fausses terreurs; see above, nn. 46, 80, 151.
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The Year 1000 reduced by previous censure (anti-terrors position: "twelve texts, not one more"); he then disposed of all remaining texts that do not explicitly mention the belief in question ("this text, therefore, is to be excluded from the debate"); he also reversed the meaning of the most central text, Rev. 20.1-9 ("Abbo is thus untroubled by this lone millenarian");184 and, having reduced the case to a few, discounted texts, he covered with ridicule all those who chose to believe such superstitious nonsense for which no textual support existed ("Michelet's ravings inspire in us nothing but a surpassing disgust").185
Perhaps the most striking illustration of this unconscious Augustinianism is the notable discomfort historians of the anti-terrors school display when confronted with genuinely apocalyptic passages directly linked to the year 1000. Gouguenheim insists that since Glaber did not follow through with his interpretation of events through the lens of Revelation, as he promised to do in book 3, he was merely using this passage to make an noneschatological point; Gouguenheim then uses the absence of the passage in the autograph manuscript to argue that it may be an interpolation of the late twelfth century (Les fausses terreurs, pp. 169-70). Perhaps because he knows how convoluted such an argument would become were he to try to demonstrate it, the author leaves this as a mere suggestion, and a way of salvaging Duval and Lot. 188 In his notes to Glaber's Quinque libri historiarum Pognon has numerous passages to explain away: here Glaber speaks of the year 1000 and prodigies (preface), "but not the end of the world" (L'an mille, p. 267 n. 4); there Glaber links prodigies and the end of the world (1.5), "but [with] no mention of the year 1000" (p. 169 nn. 39-40); here Glaber cites Rev. 20 about Satan unleashed at the end of a thousand years in A.D. 1000 (2.12), "but he makes no mention of the end of the world" (p. 271 n. 68); finally Glaber puts prodigies, the end of the world, and the year 1000 together (4.4-6), "but it is the year 1000 since the Passion" (p. 274 n. 142, p. 275 n. 153). Gouguenheim's book repeats this kind of analysis throughout. rhetoric of indifference which they draw directly from the posturing of their sources.189 When confronted with too much evidence to wave aside, one can always trivialize it as commonplace: after all, apocalyptic beliefs were merely the "banal doctrine of the church" and, in the Middle Ages, as common as lice.190 All of these shifting stances have the same goal: to dismiss the apocalyptic year 1000 as a "figment" of the "romantic" imagination.191 One might turn the argument around: the "nonapocalyptic year 1000" is a product of the unconscious Augustinianism of the modern historical profession.
The anti-terrors school has not only dominated our historiography for a long time, but it has also obscured some of the most interesting evidence we have available, most notably our understanding of the two "world" historians of the age: Ademar of Chabannes and Rodulfus Glaber. In order to shore up its position, the anti-terrors school has offered an anemic and impoverishing exegesis that seeks to dismiss rather than understand cultures that seem profoundly alien to theirs. If we try to spare the denizens of the first millennial cusp the embarrassment of having mistakenly, but creatively, believed that they lived at the time of the cosmic transformation, are we understanding them? Or trying to project onto them, and therefore protect, our own hard-won rationality? Who is afraid of the year 1000?
RECONSIDERING THE MILLENNIAL GENERATION AND ITS ROLE IN THE ELEVENTH CENTURY
Let me conclude, then, with a brief list of the elements of that larger picture in turn-of-the-millennium western Europe that deserve an apocalyptic rereading:
The Peace of God Its very name, given by contemporaries, suggests messianic hopes of a transformation of this world into a realm of peace and justice.'92 Its dynamics often followed a classic millenarian pattern: divinely wrought disaster, followed by collective public penance, crowned with redemption and a new society. Its brief but intense period of dominance correlates closely to an apocalyptic chronology of the years 1000-it came in two waves, each a decade before the two millenniums of the Incarnation and the Passion, with a particularly powerful and documentable 189 Lot explains the disappearance of apocalyptic preambles from Cluny's charters ca. 984 by suggesting that "the scribe who liked them died or changed jobs and his replacement preferred others" ("Le mythe," p. 649). 
Political and Religious Reform
The two generations around the millennium saw some unusually pious behavior from both secular and religious leaders: an unusual number of kings, dukes, counts, bishops, and abbots became saints or, short of that, were remembered for their exceptionally pious acts-pilgrimages, charity, donations to the church, retirement to a monastery. Otto III's and Gerbert's extraordinary behavior around the year 1000 deserves to be seen as an intensified recapitulation of Charlemagne's and Alcuin's behavior around the year 6000. Given the topos that the approaching end should encourage those with the means to give generously of themselves, and the characteristic effort of religious and political elites to dampen more revolutionary sentiments by offering serious reforms, one should look for the possibility that reform took on unusually radical dimensions in response to the more unbridled apocalypticism afoot. After all, not only would unrepentant lords-lay and ecclesiastical-fare ill at the Last Judgment, but even before that, they would appear to those convinced that the end was nigh as agents of Antichrist. 
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